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AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORiy! - #2 Interim Solution

1) Requested By

rCG Telecom Group, Inc.
(Company Name)

5525 Cloverleaf Parkway
Valleyview, OH 44125
(Address)

Peter H. White
(Contact Person)

216-377-3040
(Phone Number)

11./5/97
(Date ofRequest)

216-377-3030
(Facsimile Number)

(Optional: E-mail Address)

2) Description of the network intercormection capabiliry, function. system. element.
or feature, or combination requested (use additional sheets of paper to describe the
requested service, ifnecessary):

A..~SWER:

leG wishes to purchase a modified product/service. Essenrially, leG wishes to
access an unbundled loop at the Network Interface Device (UNrO") at the premises served
by the loop and use the wire pair connecting L1a-r building NID to the NID in the
telephone closest on the floor where the customer is located. This would allow leG to
access building inside wire pairs in order to serve leG customers in the building by
connecting the customers to reG electronics in the building. This product/service would
only be applicable in muhi tenant, multi customer buildings where Ameritech has placed
the NID on numerous tlOOrs and asserts that it has the legal right to control access to the
building riser cable. Single tenant and single level buildings have only one NID and
therefor, the NID to NID connection is not required.
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AMERlTECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM -- #2 Interim Solution

3) Is this a request for a modification or combination of existing services or network
elements? If so, please explain the modification or combination and descdbe the existing
services or elemenr(s) or indicate its name.

ANS\VER:

leG underst:mds thet Ameritech ....·iews this as a modification of the standard
unbundled loop which originates at the LSO (Local Service Office) Main Distribution
Frame and tenninates at the NID nearest the customer location; and that this new
product/service will create an Unbundled loop that is accessed at three points rather than
the standard two. While lCG disagrees with Ameritech's position, it is willing to proceed
on an interim basis as a means of obtaining access to its customers.

4) Is this a service or network element available from any other source or a service or
network element already offered by Ameritech? If yes, please provide source's name and
the name of the service or network element

Sine:::: A.m::::ritcch claims ownership and control of the ris::r c:lble in r:u:lti "cn~.m,

multi story buildings, there is no other cl)mpa..TlY that provides this service. Some
situations cO'.ltd be satisfied by rCG placing the!!" own cable between floors.

5) Is there any-Ihing custom or special about me manner that you would like this
fearure, function or combination to operate?

A~SWER:

rCG is not requesting any special feature or functionality. We simply require
standard copper pairs between floors in multi tenant buildings where Ameritech claims
ownership and control of the riser cabl~.

6) If possible, please include a drawing or illustration of how you would like the
request to operate and interact with the network.

ANSWER:

See attached.
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AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM - #2 Interim Solution

7) Please describe the expected locadon life, ifapplicable, ofrhis capabiliry (Le.,
period of time you will lliie it). Do you view this as a temporary or long range
arrangement?

ANSWER:

This is an interim solution with an indefinite location life. Since Ameritech
claims ownership and control of the riser cable in multi tenant, multi srory buildings. this
product will be frequently required. Our long term position is that leG should be
permined to purchase wire pairs that originate at a NID in a building and end at another
NID in the same building.

8) If you wish to submit this information on a non-disclosure basis, please indicate
this here. If non-disclosure is requested, either attach a prepared Ameritech non­
disclosure agreement, or request one to be sent to you for completion or identify an
existing agreement tl1at covers this transaction, and properly identify any infonnation you
consider confidential.

ANSWER;

Not required.

9) W:Ilere do you want this capabilirj ciepioyd?

A) States (Check as ma.flY as apply):
_____ IUinois

Indiana------
______ Michigan

X Ohio
______ Wisconsin

.. Since separate agreement and rules apply in each state, a separate BFR Form and, if
applicable, deposit is required for each state for which you wish to have Ameritech
process the BFR.

B) ~'ifajor r:1etropolitan a:ea(s), in the state included above (Please lis, area namtl):

#5414 3
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AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM - #2 Interim Solution

ANSWER:

This product/service will be required in Cleveland, Akron, Columbus and Dayton,
including the surrounding communities.

C) Specific wire centers (use a separate document if necessary) or other points of
interconnection or access where this capability is desired:

ANSWER:

Ameritech's wire centers are not implicated since the service/product involves
only building wire. But building wire in buildings served by all Amentech wire centers
in the above geographical territories will be involved.

10) What is the expected demand for each location, e.g., estimated nwnber of
customers, subscriber lines, number of units to be ordered?

Location

Clcvdlmd
Akron
Collli"!1oUS

Estimate of demand/units

3,000 to 5,000 pairs
1,000 to 3,000 pairs
3,000 to 5,000 pairs
:',00:, " ,'. ,000 pairs

The above figures are for the firs! 18 to 36 months.

11) Wha! are your pricing assumptions? In order to potentially obtain lower non-
recurring or recurring charges you may specify quantity and/or term commitments you
are willing to make. Please provide any price/quantity forecast indicating one or more
desired pricing points (use additional sheets if necessary).

ANSWER:

At most. lCG would expect to pay no more than a reasonable non-recurring fee
based upon costs incurred by Ameritech as a result oftCG's cut over of the pairs.

12) Please include any other infonnarion that could be of assistance to Ameritech in
the evaluation of Lhis service request:

#5414 ....
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A.i\ttERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM - #2 Interim Solution

ANSWER:

None.

13) Please classify the regulatory nature of your request (Check One):

Request for inrerconn~ction.

Request for a new network element.

Request for a combination of network elements.

Request for Physical Collocation where there is no space available
for either physical or virmal collocation in the requested Ameritech
Central Office.

x New :service or capabiliry (.rmt does not fit imo any of the above
categories.

14) What problem or issue do you wish to solve? Vlhy is it necessary for you to
obtain this fearure or ifit were unavailable:, how would i: impair your ability to provide
your set"\'ices?

ANSWER:

Absent provision for the above service 2.~ a reasonable cost, leG ""ill be'denied
2.ccess to its customers.

15) Preliminary analysis cost payment option (check one):

S2,OOO deposit per state included with request under t~e

understanding that my responsibility for Ameritech's costs shall not
exceed this deposit for the preliminary analysis during the first 30
days.

#5414

x No deposit is made and (Requesting Carrier Name) agrees to pay
Ameritech's total preliminary analysis costS incurred untill cancel
the request. .
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By submitting this request. except as provided. we agree to promptly compensate
Ameritech far any costs it incurs in processing this request. including costs of analyzing.
developing, provisioning, or pricinS the request. until the Ameritech BPR Manager
re.c.eiv~s our written cancellation. We also agree to compensate Ameriteeh for such costs
in accordance with the anached practice. if we. fail to auth.a.ri.2e Ameritech to proceed with
development within 30 day~ ofreceipt of the 30-day notification. or we fail to order the
3crvicc \IIi.hin 30 days, In accordance: with the [mal prodUCt quoution.

reG TELECOM GROUP. INC.

By; 1##
Peter H. Whiu:

Its: Vice President ofOptrations. Ohio

Dated: December 5. 1997
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CUSTOM UNBUNDLED LOOP
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Issue 2, February 1997

AMERlTECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM

1) Requested By

leG Telecom Group, Inc.
(Company Name)

5525 CloverlcafParh-way
Valleyview, OH 44125
(Address)

Peter H. White
(Contace Person)

216-377-3040
(Phone Number)

12/5/97
(Datc of Request)

216-377-3030
(Facstmlle Number)

(Optional: E-mail Address)

2) Description of the network interconnection capability, function, system, elem~r:l

0:' feature, or combination requested (use additional sh~ets of paper to describe the
requested service, if necessary):

ANSWER:

leG wishes to purchase a product/service we are calling "NID (Network Interface
Device) to NID Intra Building Connection". This would allow lCG to access building
inside wire pairs in order to serve leG customers in the building by connecting the
customers to ICG electronics in the building. This product/service would only be
applicable in multi tenant, multi customer buildings where Ameritcch has placed the NID
on numerous floors and asserts that it has the legal right to control access to me building
riser cable. Single tenant and single level buildings have only one NID and therefor, the
NrD to NID connection is not required.

ICQ's preference would be to use itS own technicians to identify, tcSt, selecl and
utilize these pairs. We would then notify Arneritech of the pairs used and you could
modify your records and commence billing. As an alternative. leG is willing [0 pay
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AMERlTECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORl\-!

Ameritech's standard time and material charges to have your technicians perform these
activi ties. .

3) Is this a request for a modification or combination of existing services or network
clements? If so, please explain the moditication or combination and describe the existing
services or element(s) or indicate its name.

ANSWER:

reG views this as nothing more than the purchase of wire pairs. This
product/service will originate at a NID within a multi story, mulLi 'tenant building and will
end at another NID within the same building.

4) Is this a service or network element available from any other source or a service or
network element already offered by Ameritech? If yes, please provide source's name and
the name of the service or network element.

ANS\VER:

No.

') !' h' . 1" , 1 ' I" •.
-J S !..l1e:e 21y-w. .. l:1g C~":S:'J::-~ 0:- .s:;:'e~~~~ 2.JO·...:: t:;e ~?~~e:' t~?_: yo~ v..,°Ol.!...L.Q ::.:e t~:s

feature, function or combination to op:::rJ.!:::?

AJ.'iSWER:

leG is not requesting any special feature or fUIlctionality .. We simply require
standard copper pairs between floors in multi tenant buildings where Arneritech asserts
ownership of the riser cable and asserts the legal right to control access to the wire pairs
in the inside building wire.

6) If possible. please include a drawing or illustration of how you would like the
request to operate and interact with the network.

ANS\VER:

See attached.
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AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM

7) Please describe the expected location life) if applicable, of this capability (Le.,
period of ti.me you will use it). Do you view this as a temporary or long range
arrangement?

ANSWER:

This is a long term solution with an indefinite location life. Since }\.meritech
claims ownership and control of the riser cable in multi tenant, multi story buildings, this
product will be frequently required and utilized through the life of our contract to serve
our customers in these types of buildings.

8) If you wi:;h to submit this infonnation on a non-disclosure basis, please indicate
this here. If non-disclosure is requested, either attach a prepared Ameritech non­
disclosure agreement, or request one to be sent to you for completion or identify an
existing agreement that covers this transaction, and properly identify any information you
consider confidential.

ANSWER:

N or required.

9) Woe:-e do you wam this capability deployed?

A) States (Check as many as apply):
______ Illinois

Indiana------
_____ Michigan

X Ohio
Wisconsin------

• Since separate agreement and rules apply in each state, a separare BFR Form and, if
applicable, deposit is required for each state for which you wish to have A.meritech
process the BFR.

B) Major metropolitan area(s), in the state included above (Please list area name):

ANSWER:

This product/service will be required in Cleveland, Akron, Columbus and Dayton,
including the surrounding communities.

#5412 3
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AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FOR.V1

C) Spec.ific wire centers (use a separate document if necessary) or other points of
interconnection or access where this capability is desired:

ANSWER:

Ameritech's wire centers are not implicated since the service/product involves

only building wire. But building wire in buildings served by all Amcrilech wire centers
in the above geographical territories will be involved.

10) \Vhat is the ex.pected demand for each location, e.g., estimated number of
customers, subscribcr lincs, number of units to be ordered?

Location

Cleveland
Akron
Columbus
Dayton

Estimate of demand/units

3,000 to 5,000 pairs
1,000 to 3,000 pairs
3,000 to 5,000 pairs
2,000 to 4,000 pairs

The above figures are ror the first 18 to 36 months.

11) Wnarareyourpricingassumptions? lfiorci~rLOp0: , ... (..: .... ::::..~:._.),:;"~:):;-
recurring or reCLLrrlng charges you may specify quantity and/or term commitments you
are willing to make. Plee.:se provide any price/quantity forc:c~t indicating one or mor~
desired pricing pOL.'1ts (u3e addi tio:1al sheets if necessary).

ANSWER:

At most, leG would expect to pay no more than a reasonable non-recurring fee
based upon costs incurr:d by Ameritech as a resull ofICG's cut over of 'the pairs.

12) Please include any other information that could be of assistance to Ameritech in
the evaluation of this service request:

ANSWER:

None.

13) Please classify the regulatory nalure OfyOUf request (Check One):

#5412 4
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Issue 1., l' eoruar)' 1;;~;

AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORi\-1

Request for interconnection.

Request for a new network element.

Request for a combination of network elements.

Request for Physical Collocation where there is no space available
for either physical or vinual collocation in the request~dAmeritech
Central Office.

New service or capability then does not fit into eny ofrhc above
categories.

14) What problem or issue do you wish to solve? \Vhy is it necessary for you to
obtain this feature or if it were unavailable, how would it impair your ability to provide
your services?

ANSWER:

Absent provision for the above service at a reasonable cost, reG v;~ll be denied
access to its customecs.

15) Preliminary analysis cost payment option (check one):

S2,OOO deposit per state included with request under the
understanding that my responsibility for Ameritech'$ costs shall not
exceed this deposit for the preliminary analysis during the first 30
'days.

#.'5412

x No deposit is made and (Requesting Carrier Name) agrees to pay
Ameritech's total preliminary analysis costs incurred until I cancel
the request.
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By submitting this request. except as provided. we agree to promptly compensate
Ameritech (or any costs it incurs in processing this request, including costs af analyzing.
developing, provisioning, or pricing the request, until the Ameriteeh BFR Ma.'1.ager
receives our written cancellation. We nlso acree [0 compensate Ame.ritech for such costs
in accordance with the ana.c.hed practice. jfwe fail to a.uthori2~ Am..arirach to proceed ....nth
deve1opm~t within 30 day, of receipt of~hc 30-da.y notification, or we fail to order the
service within 30 dAY3. in accordance with the final product quotation.

leG TELECOM GROUP, INC.

Pete.r H. White

Its: Vice P~sident of Ooe@tian5, Ohio

Date: December 5, 1997

#5412 6
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..Arrientech.
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December 18, 1997

Mr. Peter White
rCG Telecom Group, Inc.
5525 Cloverleaf Parkway
Valleyview, OR 44125

Via FAX & US Mail

Dear Mr. Wffite,

.AJneritech received (via FAX) your Bona Fide Requests (BFRs) on December 5, 1997 for
what leG characterizes as a '"NID (Nerwork Interface DeVice) to NID Intra Building
Connection". Before Ameritech can respond to leG's request Ameritech feels it
necessary to clarify certain of leG's characterizations. First, the configuration and sunus

possible service configurations and rates at each location will differ. For that reason,
A.rneritech cannot process your request as applicable to all locations. Rat~e!, Ameritech
understands that you are seeking service at Cleveland's Terrninal Tower Building and
will base its following response on that location.

Second, leG uses the tems "building cable" and "inside wire" interchangeably both in its
BFR and cover letter. Within the telecommWlications industry, there are distinct
definitions for these terms. Building cable refers specifically to regulated, capitalized
outside plant cable, Account 2426, Intra-Building Cable, placed by Ameritech, which
extends within a building (on the Ameritech or network side of the Network Interface) all
the way to the Network Interface (often located on various floors in a multiple tenant
building) and is capitalized to Ameritech's regulated plant account per FCC and Ohio
regulations. Inside wire, on the other hand, refers specifically to wire placed on the
customer side of the Network Interface, ovmed and controlled by the building or
premises owner and placed by a vendor ofthe,ovmer's choice. As you can tell, these
terms are not interchangeable and it is important to be accurate and precise when using
them to describe a facility.

Third, Ameritech neither improperly "claims nor asserts" that it owns the building cable
as stated by leG in its responses to BFR questions 2,5 and 7. As discussed on



December 2, 1997 (AmeritechJICG Conference call referenced in lCG's cover letter to
the BFRs), Ameritech does own this cable. The cable lCG is requesting to access in
Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building is building cable extending (within the building)
from the premises MDF located on the 2Qd floor to a Network Interface location on a
specific floor of this multi-tenant building. As such, this cable was placed by and is
oVvned and controlled by Ameritech. (And it is duly recorded in the appropriate Part 32
Account on Ameritech's books.). ICO's access to this cable would be access to
Ameritech's building cable and NID. not a NID to NlD connection as described by leG,
because the cable between the second floor building .tvIDF and the NID on each floor is
Ameritech's building cable not the building owner's inside v..rlre.

Since there is no Network Interface on the second floor of the Terminal Tower Building,
for leG to make a NID to NlD connection as "requested" in its BFR, leG would have to
eX"tend its outside plant cable through spare: building riser conduit to the speciric floor and
terminate that cable on an lCG provided NlD which could then be connected to

Ameritech's :N1D on that floor for access to the customer's premises or inside wire. This
NID to NTD configuration is available, per the AmeritechlICG Interconnection Contract,
without a BFR. Alternatively, ifICG were to extend its outside plant to the specific floor
of the building where it has customers, it could place its 0\\11 intra-building cable in spare
building riser conduit and terminate it directly to the customer's premises without the
need to access A..meritech's NID.

In addition~ as described earlier Ameritech is only able to respond to this type of BFR
based upon the circumstances at a single location where iCG provides specific
information about its desired facility configuration and not for to all multi-tenfu"11:
. ,'1",.., . ··~~Cl~·~l'" d "'kr r,,1'·~b,-~--1n,.··· ',(,_,_,,\~l:" •. r_=.,"_,:.OUI GIneS L1. U!v ",\'" an ,n. on, .. __ .... ;,. U" C .. :._ .,; . __ .• ', U ... :C•. ~_ ••-:. ,:..:0 •.

by lCG's answer to question number 10 on the BrR form. This is because t'r)e type of
configuration, Le., placement of the Network Interface, varies on a building-by-building
basis due to such factors as age of construction. building layout and modifications, pla.T'lt
placement and upgrades over time, evolving Network Interface technology, changes in
regulation and the building owner's position wiLl-r regard to the location of the Network
Interface and any attendant responsibility for the maintenance of building inside wire.

Based on the foregoing and the December 2, 1997 conference call. Ameritech v..rlIl
consider lCG's BFRs as a request for access to me bUilding cable portion of Amentech's
outside plant in the Cleveland Tenninal Tower Building and determine the cost of the
BFRs accordingly since this is the only specific location in which leG has expressed an
interest. ffICG no longer requires the capability requested under its BFRs for the
C!evda::.c Terminal Tov'icr Buildir..g, p1e:se notify me in "'.Titi....'1g, indicating that rCG
does not require further processing of these BFRs.

For the reasons expressed above and per the Ameritech/ICG Interconnection Agreements,
any requests for access to building cable in additional buildings will require leG I.O

complete a BFR for each specific location. Each building location will require an on site
lnvestigation to determine possible access points and feasibility of building cable access,



resulting in varying costs. In order to provide leO the capability to access Amcritech's
building cable at a specific building location, any further BFRs should provide the
building address, number ofpairs required and the specific building areas where ICG
would like access to Ameritech's building cable pairs so as to minimize the work: and cost
associated wi.~ processing any BFR.

Also. Ameritech believes that there is little difference between the two BFRs submit:ted
by leG and that the two BFRs are essentially requesting access to the same Ameritech
building cable:: facilities. For this reason a....d the above discussion regarding ICG's
incorrect perceptions about the nature of Ameritech's building cable, Ameritech will
consider leG's BFRs as a single request for access to Ameritech building cable at
Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building.

With the modifications described above, your BFR will be considered complete. The
following dates have been assigned to the various stages for the processing ofyour
request:

Date Response Required
to ICG Telecom Grouo. Inc.

ACKnowledgment of receipt of your
completed request (10 business days)

Completion ofInitial Evaluation of
BPR (30 days)

Completion of .-\ny Additional Product
Development V/ork - IfRequired (90 days)

12/19/97

01/05/98

04/03/98

As per your discussion wit.'1 Neil Cox, luneritech will endeavor to process your request
as quickly as possible.

Ifyou have any further questions or need to check status of your request, please feel free
to contact me at (248)443-9900 or by facsimile at (248)483-3738.

Sincerely,

O~n '" }/'l''''SJ" 0
~u J a

Bona Fide Request Manager

cc: Quentin Patterson



APPENDIX C

Deccmba 23, 1997

Ms. Joamx.c: Missig
~ F.Kk: Reqa.est Manage-
Amez:iIedJ. Iofimn-;lrion Indnsny Seivia:s
RoomA-+06
23500'NOrthwe:ste.rnHigh~
Southfield, Michigan 48075

i
Dear Ms. M;issig:

TIlls 1:aer respon.ds to your letter of December 18, 1997 regarding the Bona
FIde Uquesc:s CBFRs·) submincd by leG. It also iD.corpaIA.teS l:hL: taclr:s of a c:::ill that I
had with you and one ofyour OSP e::lgincas 0t1 D==embe.r 18, 1997.

.As 'to your letz:e;r's fu:st pcint, I bdi.eve! that w.r our c:onvc:oarion it is dear tba!:
rCG is tmking agmeraI requ.c:st ror a.c.a:.ss to ~b".1ildingabks; lCG's rc.qncs:t is not limirc:d.
to th= Cl.-vck.cd. TC:...l.;:nl To......-cr Building. reG r::.-quircs the cap:abifuy to De able to 'USt:

t1builiiing cbk" in all multi-temmt, multi-story bm1ding;;.

_~ to your scro:u! poiatreg;miing the distinction~ /lbuilding C4ble ll :mel
"i.!ls1.d:: wire:t, reG is willing to work. with. the clistinaioo you have: made. For~ record,
the ~-.1on ]"m1 have d....-awn betwttn Intra-Building Cable coptamerl in Accounr 24--26
and ins:idc: wire:, formerly contAined in Account 244, ~, 3S m. opc:r:a!i.on.a1.~)ban all
but: obl1.l:c:rared by FCC decisions. These <iccWons llllow, indc:c.d in many cases compcI.. the.
dcmarca.ti.on poi.nt to be pbttd at :l point where wirln~ fOrmally cont2ined in Account:
2426 (what yon rdcr to 2.5 ll:bui1ding<::lblca) is COI:M:!tl:d) in CSS(:llX:, to ainsidc '\Virclr by
Yiro= of now being .locn:c:d. on ttu: c:a:stomcr~ of med~ poiI::= aod. Nc:t:W'O%k.
Intc:::tf:1..cct But if it will £;nlitat"- p,.~" ill ilics.:::~ reG is h:r.;oy to

.--~-- ~- ...
?ccommodatc your lJomcncbrnrr:.

AzsJa:;~en-pe:ny

5SZS ~1"'uX'M<T • VallcyYCw'. Obio~s • ('2l6) 377'?OOO • Fa: (216)377~



Ms.J~ Missig
Dea:mbe.r 23~ 1997
P2gc2

As ~ your third point, ·wt Amaitcch neither improperly cbim.s nor 2.SSatS'

that it 0\lm.S the building cable, II: the EPR simply states that AmerirC'X"b doa claim and. assr:rt
that it owns the bui.1ding cable; the chtmlet~rion th3t Am.eritecb .improperlyll nuk this
assc:rtion and claim isYOUI:S. In any evo~t. I thinl::w~ 'l.l.ill have to leave itro the lawyers and
regnbmrs to deride wh2%: is proper or improper.

You tb.c:1 go oc. to disalSS two alt:eImti:vcs: for lCG to ~d its netWork
t:hrough spate conduit La the spc:ci:£ic floor and then connect Amerit:ech's NID to an. reG
;rxro or fOr !CG to erc~d irs om:side pIant to~ spcrific floor of the buildingwhere it has
F=>ar.e;r.,. Of COUI3C, if reG panm:d cidlcr of these 3.ln:rnmvcs, it would not necessatily
p.eed.to uSc the Irbnilding cab1c1/ to which.Am.cJ:ittch is denying leG access or Amerirech's
!NID. The purpose of~ BJ:."R is to gaiD. access t6 the: -building Clb!e",~ while reG is
;'lpprcr::iottive ofyour mggcstion ofalternativcs, it :& lCG's belief that the best CO\J.I3C here is
to c.:xpcditc: the processing ofme BFR..

As mentioned above, lCG is m,kiog a~ requc.sr, iL.., submitting a geueral
BFR. It is 2. m3tt;r:r of indiffcretl.Ce.[O lCG whdlhaF cluraccerize tht: p.'"Od.nct lCG is
:cqucsting, on tfu:; one hand, as aa:css to -bniIdiqg cib1c;- from an MDF to the NetwOrk
1D:t:aface or, on the other hand., as access to "building ablc lr for a }\etwoik Interface
Device (DNIDU) to NID ~OD; this issue D.e'(:d not ck:crin. the proecscing of lCG's
BFR. reG is requc::.t:ing 2.CCCS$ to Amaiteeh -building cablc: 1l from .Amaitech's abuilding
NID" to the 1'.TIDs on in.dividt:.2..! fl~ err £::om the Y.J)F to the NlD OIl iD -i~"idu2.l floors;
or from wb2tc:vcr :amrn,tion :md/or c.anno-;tion poinr Ameri.teeh has for distribution of
irs outs.id.c pbnt to "hu.ilciiug obIc- to 'the hTJIh contained on the~ or the telephone
poscu of bnildings. Obv1otlSly) the r~ cmly 2.pp~ whc.rt: Amcritech in .&cr is
i. d ojmiag or asse....ting.. ilic right to control ti::t.:: ~ bcildi.ng cable l< , ac.d docs not: crri.se where

~
bnilding owner has assumed "rcspon.sib'-:lity for ~ mzintcn;mce of lndl.tL~ ir..sUl.e

:re.•::t
. I

The remainder of the substantive &saJwon of your kttcr ess~y rcitx::mes
your Position that the: Bl-"'Rs submitted by lCG :tk going to be treattd as one BFR for iit

~ location,~~I.Tcmtin2l Tower. As I me.utioned ah~, I believe we
lnvc clarified that lCG's requests arc: to be neato:i :lS g~i:zed requestS for access to

-building cableu where J\meritech cbim.s or~ ownership and/or the right to conr.rol
~ to the Ilbuildingoble. 1l I

i
I
1
f

I MVC added me it::l1i.cs to this quOt2tiou from page 2 ofyour .It::o:e.r. See note 1,
abov~.
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ICG.recognizes that it is Amerireehfs capt:ive in n:tmS of.Amerin-cb's comp1=ac,e
with the time t:1b1e set forth. in. your letter. leG, n01"!erbe1css) rcquem c:xpcdition for the
BFRs so that we do not have: to wait: uiml April to begin to accas wbuildi:ag cable.. ,.

'.

In this connection, I Icira2tc that there are two BFBs. One BFa is.~ an
intaim so.lxrtion whttcby lCG arri':sses an unbundled loop~ wbieh lCGp~ from.
Amedtech. :at the &teehDil:aUy fassbfe point" of the a building NID~· or MDF) or 'W'h.ere
oa.tsidc plant: is cfistrJ'buted to building cable. The othc:.r BER. is for the product described
in this letter.

Emlly. c:vcn assuming there is soau: .tItJique aspect" to CNCrY bmldjDr.
Amerl~~ is apotble of developing -mndard' ~. t1;tat average: the costS berwo:n
bniIdin&'l or~ can dcvclop a t:a.ti£f~ allOW$ mr unique~ ch::arsa
and/or e=bles Amc::ritJ::Ch to decline m p.r:cNide access to building~ ifiic::ilitics do not
c::xist in~ building. .

Thank you very m.c.c:h for your consj~enrion in this matD:r. If you. have my
questions pleue fC:cl:fi-ce to ccm"er the uo.da:signcd at (216) 377-304.Q•

.AFIK/nw
cc: Qu.c:ntin Patt. i '¢D. 1
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January 5, 1995

Mr. Peter White
leG Telecom Group, Inc.
5525 Cloverleaf Parkway
Valleyview,OH 44125

Via FAX & US Mail

Dear Mr. White,

On December 1S, 1997 Ameritech provided its written confirmation ofreceipt ofICG 's Bona
Fide Requests dated December S, 1997 and Ameritech's understanding ofthose BFRs based on
the information comained in the BFR forms and conversations with Amcritcch's ICG Account
Manager and other Ameritech p=rsonr.el who participated in November 2g ,,-nd December 1,
1997 phone calls between our companies. Ameritech's letter also provided the dates assigr:d to
the processing oHeG's BFRs based on Ameritech's understanding of those requests as
submitted on December 5, 1997.

Since the December 18 letter there have been two substantive communications between our
companies, ll. telephone convcrsation on December 19 and your letter of December 23, 1997.
Your letter of December 23 has left Arneritech confused with regard to just what reG is
requesting in its December 5, 1997 BFRs since it conflicts with our earlier conversations.

Furthermore, after discussing our telephone conversation of December 19 and your latest letter
with some of the participants in the November 2& telephone call, I have been informed that the
same types of ac:;ess (0 Ar;]~ri:::ch',) building cable that we discussed on December 19 were also
discussed on November 28. Ameritech participates in conft:Tcnce calls ~garding BFR3 in !!tn
effort to chri ry each party's understanding of the request. However, the telephone conversations
between our companies, both prior to and after receipt of your December 5 BFRs, have only
served to confuse Ameritech's understanding oflCG's requests especially since the types of
acces:,; to building cable discussed on our calls arc in c;;·cc~ conflict with both leG's EFR and irs
December 23 letter.

During our December 19 phone convcr:sation, leG advised Ameritech that it was making a
general request for access to Ameritech's building cable in Ohio not a request for access to
building cable only in Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building. At that time, Ameritech reiterated



its position that it can only respond to ICO's type of request on a building/location specific bll3is
because each location is unique. Also during our December 19 conversation, reG advised
Ameritech that despite Ameritech '5 statement to the contrary in its December 18 lerrer that there
were two sep.arate BFRs. one which ICG has described as an interim solution and another longer
term "solution" ("long term BFR") we discussed on the phone and that is referenced in your
December 23, 1997 letter. In our December 19 telephone conversation you also indicted that
Ameritech's December 18 letter did not capture the real nature ofICG's requests which you said
were diffiCUlt to explain in a letter and consequently went on to describe verbally.

Based on our December 19 telephone conversation, ICG indicated that its real request went far
beyond its request to use Ameritech's building cable pairs between the building ?\.IDF and the
Network Interface on individual floors, (as described in Ameritech'5 December 18 letter and
cOllfinned in leG's December 23 letter). Rather ICG stated that in addition to, or possibly in
lieu of such normal access, it sought to gain access to Ameritech's building cable at any point
(on any floor) that a building cable pair passed. Nothing In your BFR or your De:embcr 23
letter describes or contemplates this type of access.

Due to these conflicts. at this point in time, Ameritech can only respond to ICG based on the
statements made in writing by ICG (the December 5 BFRs and the December 23 letter). If ICG
wishes to pursue access to Ameritech's building cable at any point ocher chan an existing cross­
connection point (such as the building MDF), mulciple points of access to a single loop or access
to building cable in Ohio buildings otherthan Cleveland's Tenninal Tower Building, per the
Ameritech/lCG Interconnection Agreement, rCG will be required to submit additional BFRs.
Further. since any win~ located on the customer's side of the Network Interface is not ovmed or
controlled by Amerirech and any work Ameritech might perfonn on such wire is perfonned on
an unregulated basis. any access to or work cn such wire is not covered as a part or Ameritech' s
r=5pons~ tlJ i::.:s S::?Io..

At this time, Ameritech also feels compelled to respond to certain allegations in your
December 23 lener.

Ameritech does not agree that there is any issue concerning its ownership and control of building
cable and Ameritech's position vis avis control of building cable in Cleveland's Terminal Tower
Building given FCC (Dockets 79-105 and 88·57) and PUCO decisions regarding inside wire
(IW). FCC decisions address the placement ofNetwork Interfaces for new construction or major
bunding renovation in multi-tenant buildings and allow for rearrangement ofcxisting Network
Interfaces in multi-tenant buildings at the request and expense of the building owner.
Rearrangement/re-Iocation of multiple Network Interfaces to a single point within a multi-tenant
bui!diol;: transfers the responsibility for maintenance ofany wire between the Netv.·ork Interface
location and individual tenant premises to the building owner.

In addition, in paragraph 6 (page 2) of your December 23 letter you indicate that it is a "matter of
indifference to leG whether you charaeteri.z.e th: product leG is requesting, on the one hand, as
access to "building cable", irom an MDF 10 the 1\e:woi'k Interface or, on the other and, as access
to "building cable" for a Network Interface Device eNID") to NlD connection". Ameritech
continues to reicerate that there is a definite need to be precise in using these terms. In the first
instance, access to building cable from the building MDF to the Network Interface, the cable
referenced is building cable which is owned by Ameritcch and the only Network Interface for
any specific loop is on the floor where the ultimate (end-user) customer is located. In the second



instance, ifthere were a Network Interface located where the outside plant cable enters the
building, all wire on the customer's side of the Network Interface would be inside wire and there
would be no reason for a BFR, as access to this inside wire would be controlled by the building
owner. Also the use of the term "NlD to NlD connection" has a specific meaning (FCC Docket
96-98 ParagraPh 396) which provides for the connection of a carrier provided loop to a.
customer's inside wire through a carrier provided NrD connected to Ameritech's NID (which is
not located at the building MDF in Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building as consistently
asserted by leG).

With respect to TeG's December 5, 1997 BFR that leG designated as "interim", Amerirech is
stit! unable to see how accessing existing spare building cable pairs at the building MOF as
described in this BFR is any different than accessing existing spare building cable pairs in your
other BFR which ICG has described as ';NID (Network Interface Device) to NID Intra Building
Connections". Our December 19 telephone conversation further confused this issue for
Amcritech. Thus, Ameritech does not believe that it has sufficient information to process this
';interirn" BFR as separate from leG's other BFR.

In response to lCG's lon~ term BFR which requests the use of individual building cable pairs
from Ameritech, it is generally technically feasible for ICG to gain access to existing spare
building cable pairs in Cleveland's Tenninal Tower Building. Access to Ameritch's existing
spare building cable pairs in Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building may only be obtained at the
building MDF and would run to the speclrrc Network Interface involved. Howc\·cr. such
individual pairs are not available for purchase by ICG. as Ameritech does not sell the individual
cable pairs from a larger cable. However, in appropriate circumstances, Amerite:h will make
existing spare cable pairs available for use at cost based rates (including appropriate joint and
common costs).

In response to lCG's desi:-e for Ameritech [0 process it's December 5 BFR as a generic request
for access to building cable In all Ohio buildings, Ameritcch can not accommadat:: ICG's
request. For the reasons specified in Ameritech's December 18 letter, namely, "because the type
of interface, i.e., placement of the Network Interface, varies on a building-by-building basis due
to such factors as a~e of construction, building layout and modifications, plant placement and
upgrades over time, evolving Network Interface technology, changes in regulation and the
building owner's position with regard to the location of the Network Interface and any attendant
responsibility for the maintenance of building inside wire" and per the AmeritecMCG
Interconnection Agreement, requests for access to building cable in multiple: building5 will
require ICG to complete a BFR for each specific location so that Ameritech may determine the
technical feasibility ofICG's request at that location and the cost to provide such requests if
techllically feasible to do so. To minimize the work and cost associated with processing any
further BFRs, ICO should provide the building address, number of pairs required and the specific
building areas wher::~ leG requires access to Ameri:ech's building cable.

This letter represents the conclusion of Ameritech's initial assessment oftC'Chnical fca.:sibility for
ICG's long ternl BFR. Amerit:ch's costs to process this BFR, including on-site investigation of
the building cable layout at Cleveland's Terminal Tower Building by the local Outside Plant
Engineer and Ameritech personnel responsible for developing Ameritech's operating practices,
through today is $2,811.00.


